REMARKS 



in the present application, claims 1-15 and 20-22 are pending. Claim?:: &~ 
15 were withdrawn bom consid.erai.ion. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration 
of the oiam.ts in view of the following remarks, 

Replacement Figure 6 new objected to as having new matter. ApohcaW 
respectfully disagrees with the ibregoing objection because the subject neuter s 5 t ^ 
in the Figure 6 is supported by the originally riled specification. In particular; the 
originally filed e » < recites; During the forming process a hearing 22 is inserted 
into an area 24 denned by an outer wall 26 of bearing pocket 20. See specification, page 
N ,s . - \ x > 1 1 es >sn t t 1 

2iw ; gge.p ; 'al^ wherein the arcuate portions are each 

defined by an inner diameter See specification, page 5, 25-27. Thus, the 
n\ provides an explicit teaching of the outer wall having a plurality of arcuate 

portions with gaps. Referring to Figure 6, the outer wall is shown having lour arcuate 
v , v o !> 1 > i ' ^ w ! - 



^ ! s , . v. . 1 >iOX 0o- 

r Figure b, applicant respectfully submits that the objection to Figure 6 is 
Thus, appbeani respect fully requests that the Examiner withdraw the 

a drawings wei objected to -umfc 57CFR.1.83 snotsho 

on, \v ' ^ " u ! v. v. v s \v 

- ^ - -v p ) , \ s e t 

mbersf Because each of the foregoma itmitations of claims 20 and 22 are 
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supported by Figaro 6 and the originally filed specification, applicant respectfully submits 

requests thai the Examiner withdraw the object iors. 

Claims e cc J 1 S 

v u ^ v^v \ S -O V * n _ ■> f j 

For ac obviousness: rejection to be proper, the bxarorner reus: meet the 
burden of establishing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior art, that 
the prorr art relied upon, coupled oath knowledge generady available in the art at the time 

v ^ . > > s ^ n_ s. oe on ! a w b s t * 

the ski bod artisan to erode a reference or combined references; and that the proposed 

v i ' x k U. nt s > v s 

made. In re Pine, 5 U.S.P.Q/id 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cm 1988): In Re Wilson. 165 "U.S.P.Q. 
494, 496 (C.CJbA, 197*)}. 

jodepeudem eia.hu 1 , recites in part: "wherein the retention feature can 
s v ! ^ Vv i mw 

! f X I N i' i! - s , o 

noi diwdo.w iho een i ! a hnmaom; i iu,ii m reieruioo feature can o nhstand six 

' i \ ! s 1 1 v ^ „ N t 

Accmdmgh .because Nasaki ei <n. does no; leach each e^cr> hmjtaU-n of independent 
claim 1, applicant suborns thai claim 1 and claims 2-7 which depend from ekesu h are 
albm/ablc over this reference. 

Further, applicant notes that the Sasaki ct al. does not provide any support 
v < xen o! s i Kh£y Iht 

sow and/or the .material born which the retention ieature is formed so as lo withstand the 

^ N K V X^- S •> _ 

3 



advantageous to have a retention feature that can withstand a .force greater than 6500 

applicant submits that ii is inpn-oper. 

mdepersfcn; claim 20 recites in parr "... the bearing pocket, having a 
ssngle shoi.ikl.er (or supporting the bearing and a plurality of arcuate shaped members 
extending therefrom each of the plurality of arcuate shaped members being denned by 
mner diameter wherein said inner diameter corresponds to an outer diameter of the 
bearing..." 

\ i cmelnlly ^ m ^jvm _ < 1 jp , si - ' n> th.a t uUeu--;. > 
does e provide any teaching ofa bearing pocket having a plurality of arcuate shaped 

«. V ^ V \ V iU 5 IV ^ . t i iOv^ I V 

leach each every limitation of independent claim 20, applicant submits that ciahn 20 arid 
s. ! i o „ t n s 0 ( ^ 

v 2 N % were n et r ler 35 s 5 as in 

unpatentable over Brandenstein et at. {U.S. Paten; No. 4,888,862), Applicant respectfully 
a ni 0. jfo 

improper. 

< t ?! v > s >n , i 

scim idded ion A s ^ e can wuhstan 

uv .> " -> is w i a, j t s ^ ! ' 

i >tfk o Acbom pmyc ; - 5m--' v. pi ordmgh. b* cause Brande-osem es a! bmo, nm 
teaeh each every iroutahon of independent claim b applicant submits that claim 1 and 
v . ' A 'n*. . ^ Ju u 

Further, applicant notes that the Brandenslcm ci ;d. docs ma provide any 
s \v i s em o > o N v v v ic 

nodhythes s t.ton ieatu.o lv sx s 

command to.- chnenb ibose. m particular, Rrandenstein ei <j does not even ;veogn;/e 



that is would be advantageous to have a retention feature that can withstand a force 
„ e no u , 1 x x-^ x x \i„ivi\t n ^ 

ansupporh d, app leant submits that it 5$ improper. 

Alter eare'hdiy reviewing v \ > 1 4 < et al.. applicant submits that the 

.sbaneo member cu ,1 1 m 'Lum' chum 1 \ ( o-'i ^ because Rmmhmsmm 
t o - sot each each every lin on 0 <. ( ; > 1 dir s nts tha 

claim 20 and alarms 21 -22 which depend 0 claim 2 are allowable over 1 
refo cm e 

v ' > iH " " Cm a\ tin ■> 

, C I a v x s - 1 W . N \- "x Sl 

ss monh \aheno dan i x xi o J s 1 ~ s 1 I N \- d c ! hhual i . 5 mh 
improper. 

Applicant concurs with the Examiner's assertion that: focforaici et al does 
not disclose foe newly added limitation "wherein the retention feature can withstand the 

xv Lxi Ox X X x x 1 t 

\vUo\oa£0~ L Vn t4~ s VvO > s ^ 

s w v ^ ^ — > ; v s - o 

>k veer this retere \ t 

Farther; applicant, notes that the Muraio et ah does not provide any support 

- > v ' e retemk ! d so as to withstand the 

... u <. v a s < s xv v v 

advantageous to have a retention feature thai. can. withstand a force greater than 65(H) 

NX ^ . W x v 'x, s 1 ,, V x ! x * W W 

applicant sub \ » that it i m > N >e; 

After carefully reviewing Muraki et ah, applicant submits that the 
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v s ;vi \ uk a u tc dt m. of a 1\ 5 »« pocket ) ■> ^ < p it< i ^ 

^ \ ^ N v ^ i } ! Si" x > < > . 

s > i •> mlcm my n J h 'i * t 

claim 20 and. claims 21-22 which depend from main 2* . a; mobf N . his 
reference 

Claims - ? ax d 2 : 2 v & £ rejected runic? 35 I S € 1 03(a) as K i ig 
» » er v , ^ Raekx i ( £ No. 6 \pph!( resuec vabrmis 

thai dsc o v < 5 v v,v r n 1 - " >iu 2u-22 based on Radocaj is improper 

vv ^> _ v 0 Ik i ^ ri ■> s > k I - <. 

greater thau 6500 Newi.ons..,.'\ as recited In independent claim 0 See Fund OHfme 
Kcl m, page 8 < 9 2 iccordh gl> because Radoc y does s d teat b each m or] 
limitation of independent claim .1, applicant submits that, claim 1 and claims 2-? which 
depend from chum 1 . arc allowable over this reference. 

Further, applicant notes thai the Radocaj does not provide any support for 
the Examiners assertion thai would have been obvious to one in dm art to modi fy ihe ■■ 
and/or dm material born which the retention , at is formed bo as to withstand the 
i v , m m. en re «. would h 

advantageous to have a. retention .feature that can withstand a force greater than 6500 



Aiter careindy reviewing Radocau appacarC summix ami the reierersee 
v m v \ . j ak, _ <- , \ a v v „ . s spec 

tfeeng as recited m independent claim 20, Accordingly, because Radocaj does .not 
h each every iunlnuion of mdependeni claim 20, applicant sub suits that claim 20 and 
depen t 2 <: ! v> 3 N e eicfcru 

vtevv he >ove Men nents s be bscuss \ k t 
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solicited, If for any reason {he Examiner feels tha 



inhere are any charges due with respect to this Response or otherve: 
e ^ s \ ^ , v. ^ v e. \ !- " - v v ^ <' > ; 



By: ;...;y.,;l,, A;k l[.Jry:v;efhr 

John If. Backer! 
Reg: l^o. 44,5/2 

Date: February 28 5 2 0 07 
Telephone: {248) 524-2300 
Fax: 248-524 -2 '"00 
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